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Most residential housing developments turned out to be a financial burden on the county. 

According to the Tischler report, a typical Sarasota subdivision, where lot sizes average 75 by 

125 feet, and prices range from $150,000 to $230,000, costs the county $1.53 for every $1 of 

revenue it generates. OUCH! No higher math skills needed here. Surprisingly, even apartment 

complexes with 5.5 units per acre cost the county $2.65 for every dollar of revenue they 

generated. The only residential land uses that cost the county less money for services than the 

revenue they generated were more expensive 5-acre ranchettes (57 cents spent for every dollar 

generated) and mobile home parks (75 cents spent for every dollar generated). Agriculture, 

commercial buildings and industrial sites also fared well in the fiscal and economic impact study, 

all costing significantly less money to service than the revenue they generate. 

So how can these findings help us plan for a better community? First, the age-old assumption 

that agricultural and park lands take property off the tax rolls and would be more productive as 

subdivisions, is, at least in my opinion, officially hogwash. Using data from specific land uses in 

Sarasota, the Tischler report confirms that simply because a property produces more taxes, it 

does not assure that it will not be a liability to taxpayers. This may in part explain the 

multihundred-million-dollar revenue shortages needed for roads,   schools and water. 

A second point to consider when using this report for community planning is that it is only one 

of many planning tools required to make a community a quality place to live, work and play. We 

don't want housing options to be limited to mobile home parks and expensive ranchettes out in 

the boondocks. 

A significant force that affected the calculations found in this report is schools. Unlike typical 

residential suburban developments, commercial buildings, agriculture, industrial parks, rural 

residential and mobile home parks do not produce large numbers of school-age children. So, do 

we begin to award special benefits to those land uses that produce a positive revenue flow and 

penalize the less "profitable" ones? I personally do not want to live in a community that targets 

childless development. Education, just like ignorance, is a community expense - only education 

is cheaper. We all share in the costs and benefits. Likewise, it is disturbing to imagine a 



community where affordable housing options are discouraged and forced into neighboring 

counties. 

 


